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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

2. Claims 1-4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
admitted prior art in view of Choo et a! (US 6,297,869) or alternatively Choo et al (US 
6,297,869) in view of the admitted prior art for the same reasons as expressed in 
paragraph 2 of the Office action dated August 17, 2006 further taken with either one of 
Hafner or Boddicker. 

The references as set forth above to Choo et al '869 and the admitted prior art 
are applied for the same reasons as expressed in paragraph 2 of the Office action dated 
8-17-06. The reference to Choo et al *869 failed to expressly state that one skilled in the 
art would have cut the glass and metal materials therein via a melting of the material. It 
is clear that the cut was at least in part achieved via a mechanical stress induced upon 
the article by application of high heat followed by immediate cool down. The reference 
failed to teach that the heating was sufficient to melt the glass material therein with the 
laser. 

Hafner expressly stated that there were two alternative ways to cut glass with a 
laser which included the use of cracking via heating followed by immediate cooling to 
crack the glass or the use of a laser beam where the beam intensity was adjusted or the 
movement between the beam and glass were adjusted to ensure that the glass was 
melted thereby facilitating severing of the glass. Applicant is more specifically referred 
to column 2, lines 41-54 of the reference. The reference made it clear that as an 
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alternative to utilizing mechanical stress to achieve the cut in the glass with a laser one 
skilled in the art would have been well aware that the use of melting was an alternative 
to the same. Where, as here, two equivalents are interchangeable for their desired 
function, an express suggestion of the desirability of the substitution of one for the other 
is not needed to render such substitution obvious, see In re Fout 213 USPQ 532, In re 
Siebentritt , 152 USPQ 618. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to melt the glass and metal materials of the admitted 
prior art with a lasers operated at differing wavelengths in order to facilitate cutting of 
the materials as the reference to Hafner suggested such was an art recognized 
alternative to cutting with a laser as a function of mechanical stresses as appears was 
performed by Choo et al *869 in the process of making the assembly in accordance with 
the admitted prior art. 

Boddicker suggested that it was known to cut glass materials which included 
tempered glass with a laser wherein the laser melted the glass material followed by 
immediate cool down of the glass in order to retain the temper of the glass after the 
cutting operation in the region where the cut took place, see column 1 . lines 63-67, 
column 2, lines 15-22. As it was recognized that tempered glass was in general stronger 
than non-tempered glass, it would have been understood that in the operation of Choo 
et al '869 that it was desirable to employ tempered glass therein. Additionally, note that 
Choo et al clearly cooled the glass subsequent to the heating operation; Boddicker 
being cited to evidence that such heating certainly would have included the melting of 
the glass therein. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
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time the invention was made to employ the techniques of Choo et al '869 wherein the 
glass material was clearly melted in the laser cutting operation followed by cooling the 
same in order to ensure that the tempering of the glass was retained (note that one 
skilled in the art would have desired to employ a tempered glass material as such was 
art recognized as a stronger glass material) as taught by Boddicker in the process of 
making a laminated assembly of the admitted prior art. 

Response to Arguments 
3. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-4 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

The applicant essentially argues that the prior art of record failed to teach the 
melting of the glass and metal layers to facilitate the cutting of the assembly therein and 
evidenced that Choo et al '869 appears to only suggest that one employ a means of 
cutting which was a function of the use of a cool down immediately following the heating 
with the laser and that there is no indication the heating was to the point of melting the 
glass material. The applicant is advised that the reference does not expressly state that 
the heating was to a point less than the melting point in the processing employed to cut 
the glass therein. Nonetheless, the reference to Hafner is cited herein to evidence that 
those skilled in the art would have clearly understood that rather than employing thermal 
stressing to break the glass one skilled in the art would have understood that melting 
with a laser was an art recognized alternative which one skilled in the art would have 
known how to perform instead of heating followed by immediate cooling of the glass. 
Applicant's arguments are therefore respectfully traversed. 
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Note additionally that Boddicker evidenced that one skilled in the art even 
utilizing the thermal stress to crack the glass would have heated the glass above the 
melting point of the glass in the cutting operation followed by immediate cool down in 
order to retain the temper of the glass. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jeff H. Aftergut whose telephone number is 571-272- 
1212. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 7:15-345 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richard Crispino can be reached on 571-272-1226. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the. 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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